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1. There are in Sanskrit at least six different verbal roots dd-. Since 
this fact is not sufficiently recognized, it may be useful to preface this 
study by a brief survey of these roots, arranged according to the three 
laryngeals *H, *H, and *H; which are contained in them. The first is da- 
« to bind » (present, d, ni, sdm, -dyati), as it stands for PIE. *deH,-. The 
next root, dd- « to cut off (plants) », present dati, is only tentatively put 
in the second place as it is impossible to determine, on the basis of non- 
Indo-Iranian evidence, which laryngeal it contains. Johanna Narten, Die 
Sprache 14 (1968) p. 130, has rightly pointed out that this verb is different 
from 3.da- « to divide, separate », present dva dyati, aorist avddat. As for 
this verb, its root must be reconstructed as PIE. *deH,-, on account of 
Greek *Satw « to divide » (in‘Hom. 8atetar Frop etc.), 8ju0¢, Doric skp0¢ 
« district, country, land », &3atog* &dtatpetoc (undivided) Hesychius, and 
perhaps of Sdvoc « gift, present, loan, debt ». The fourth root occurs in 
the Vedic present ddyate « to distribute ». Traditionally 3.d@- and 4.da- are 
considered to be one and the same root. However, even the idea of a 
remote etymological relationship in Proto-Indo-European is not suppor- 
ted by the evidence and in Sanskrit, at any rate, the presents -dyati and 
ddyate must be considered separate verbs. The fifth root dd- « to pursue, 
chase, treat as an enemy » has been detected in SV. JB abhidati, RS. 
abhidasati'. If Greek 34m (from *dds6) « to find, meet with » is a cognate, 
the PIE. root is again *deH,-. The sixth root is the well-known dé- « to 
give » (present ddddti, aorist ddat) from PIE. *deH,. As for 7.d@ « to 
clear », it is not necessary for our present purpose to enter into details. 


1. See JoHANNA Narten, KZ. 78 (1963), p. 56ff., Die sigmatischen Aoriste im Veda 
(Wiesbaden 1964), p. 140. 
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See PW., Whitney, Roots, p. 72, and Mayrhofer, Kurzgefasstes etymolo- 
gisches W6rterbuch II, p. 35. Since its etymology is unknown, it is here 
. quoted as an addendum. 

From the present stems quoted it appears that homophony is rare: 
the various verbs are not only differentiated by their pees formations | 
.-but.to.some-extent-also-by.-their -verbal--prefixes,-.—--——-----.--- 

In other Indo-European languages different Saiiation: from the 
corresponding roots are met with. In this connection attention may be 
drawn to two es-presents. The Indo-Iranian instances of this formation 
Mere s studied forty years ago, on the basis of a ren 
sen’s, in Acta Orientalia 12 (1934), p. 190ff. At that time it was impossible 
to explain the difference between the reconstructed presents in *-és-mi 
on the hand and Ved. Séds-ti, 3 pl. $dés-ati on the other, the latter of which 
seemed to have no ablaut. Johanna Narten has since shown that séds-ti: 
Sds-ati is a proterodynamic present and stands for *SdHs-ti: *$dHs-ati?. 
Since, on the other hand, Old Persian §atiy, Qadiy and Avestan sdtar- 
prove that Sdsti is an s-present, the proterodynamic present *kéH-s-ti 
can be contrasted with the -és-presents, which have zero grade of the root 
vowel but full. grade of the morpheme -és- and are, accordingly, hystero- 
dynamic presents. 

The latter type is actually met with in Greek. The root *deH,- « « to 
bind, tie, fetter », is here represented by a reduplicated present didnur 
and by Séw, which apparently stands for *dH,-és-mi, cf. Seoudg « band, 
bond ». Since the morpheme -és- was originally a specific characteristic 
of the present stem, the future Show and the aorist you are “derived 
directly from the root. Originally they must have been paradigmatically 
connected with the reduplicated root present, as in mlurhyuu ExAyow. . 

The Greek cognate. of 4.da- « to distribute», present ddyate, is also 

an és-present, viz. *dH,-és-/*dH,-s- in Satouat (for *das-yo-mai) « to distrib- 
ute », dacudg « division of spoil, tribute, etc », duopata *uepiopata Hes. 
In this case the aorist is formed on the basis of the (prehistoric) present 
stem, Viz. 2dacoduyy. The non-extended root is extant in the denominative 
present datéoza. « to distribute », which has been derived from. the past 
participle Suréc.. The current explanation of the Greek verb forms? is 
plainly incorrect and should be revised. 











2. Vedic (vi) dayate « to distribute » stands for *dH,-éy-e-toi. As we 
have. seen, its formation is different from that of Greek Satoyo. with 


2. See Pratiddénam, p. 15. 
. +3. See*e.g.;’ WILHELM : SCHULZE,. Kleine Schriften (Gottingen 1966), p. 350, n. 1, 
Hy. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Wérterbuch I (Heidelberg, [1957-]1963), p. 341£, 


of Holger Peder- 
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which it is usually considered identical. Since -ay- is a morpheme of the 
present stem, the aorist must have been formed direct from dda-. While no 
forms with vi-dd- are attested in Vedic, in Gatha-Avestan there occurs a 
noun viddti- « assigning of shares » (Y 31.19, 47.6). It is particularly inte- 
resting because of Vedic dati-, which will be discussed below‘. 

Before examining, however, the problem of the aorist of ddyate, let 
me first illustrate the use of ddyate by qnotng some passages from the 
Rigveda: 


a) without vi 


1.10.6 indro vdsu ddyaménah, 1.68.6 (Agni) yds tuibhyari disad y6 va te 
Siksat tdsmai cikitvdn rayiri1 dayasva, 1.130.7 (Indra) mahd dhdnani ddya- 
mana djasa, visva dhdnany djasa, 11.13.6 (Indra) yé bhdjanari ca ddyase 
ca vaérdhanam, V.49.3 adatrayd dayate vadryani piisd bhdgo dditir, VII.16.7 
yé maghdvano jdndnam irviin déyanta gonam>, VII.21.7 indro maghdni 
dayate visdhyé 'ndrarit viijasya johuvania satau, VII.84.4 (Varuna-Indra) 
pra yd Gdityé durta mindty dmita Siiro dayate vdsiini, VIII.2.31 (Indra) 
vajam éko vdjrahastah, sandd dmrkto dayate, VIII.103.6 (Agni) yd visva 
ddyate vdsu hota mandré jdndnadm, X.147.5 (Indra) pute nd dasma 
dayase vibhakté. 


b) with vi 


I.84.7 (Indra) yd éka id viddyate vdsu médrtdya dagtise, III.2.11 (Agni) 
vaisvadnardh prthupdja dmartyo vdsu rdind ddyamdno vi dastise, VI.37.4 
(Indra) vdristho asya ddksinadm iyartt ’ndro maghénam tuvikiir mitamah, 
yaya vajrivah pariydsy dmho maghdé ca dhrsno ddyase vi siirin, VII.23.4 
(Indra) tvdri1 hi dhibhir ddyase vi vajan, VII.37.2 (Visve Devah) vi no 
rdidhamsi matibhir dayadhvam (cf. 23.4), IX, 90.2 (Soma) vdnd vdsadno 
vdruno nd sindhiin vi ratnadhi dayate vdrydni, X.23.1 (Indra) vi sénda- 
bhir déyamdno vi radhasa. 


In these passages the following words occur as objects of ddyate: 


maghd(ni), vdsu, vdsiini, vdsu rdtna, dhdndni, rayim, raédhamsi, vajan 
and vdrydni (apart from those in 1J.13.6 and VII.16.7, which passages 
have a special character). Some of these words are also sometimes (but 
not frequently) the object of dddati « to give.», e.g., vdsiini, vdsu, vajam 
and rayiin. Most of them, however, including vdryam, vdrydni, occur as 
the object of the verbal forms dati, ddatu, e.g., V.48.5 ydto bhdgah savité 
dati varyam (cf. in the following hymn V.49.3 dayate virydani piisi bhdgo 
dditir), VII.15.11 bhdgas ca datu viiryam, 12 devdg ca savité bhdgah, 


4. LAv. viidtu- « decomposition, dissolution» seems to be related to Vedic 
ava-dyati «to separate» and has, therefore, been left out of consideration. 

5. For dayanta see Kart HorrmMann, Der Injunktiv im Veda (Heidelberg 1967), 
p. 258, n. 296, 
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diti$ ca dati varyam, VIL.A2.4 (Agni) sd visé dati vdryam, V1.24.2 vaji stutd 
viddthe dati vajam, I1V.8.3 (Agni) dati priyaéni cid vdsu. Since in all these 
passages the form dati is used without the verbal prefix vi, one may 
hesitate to which of the roots 4.dé- and 6.da- it should be assigned. 
Geldner clearly formulates the problem in.a note on his- translation. of 
1.10.7. He here draws attention not only to the object vaéryam but also 


“to the past participle -data- in tvd-data- and to the verbal nouns -dati- ~~ 


(in havyddati-, ddtivara-) and détu-. From these various forms. he infers 
that dati is a root present of da- « to distribute », which is synonymous 
with day-. Actually, however, as we have seen, dayate is the very present 





Geldner’s explanation is confirmed by Avestan vidd@ti-, which has indeed 
the-verbal- prefix that-often-characterizes-dayate in the Veda:--~"~ 
The correctness of the assumption that d@ti is a subjunctive form 

is, it seems, proved by a parallel form in Gatha-Avestan. In Zarathustra’s 
idiom injunctive forms of the type dat can still. be distinguished from 
subjunctive forms such as dati, because the former stood for *daHt and 
were monosyllabic, whereas the latter stood for *daH-ati. Although the 
Vulgate text reads ddaiti [dati] with contraction, the metre shows unequiv- 
ocally that Zarathustra still pronounced a hiatus [a‘a]. Such a form 
occurs in Y. 51.6bc 

18 a ws ew SS at ahmdi akat asy6 

ys hoi noit vidditi apamé anhaus urvaésé 
which may, in a rough reconstruction of Zarathustra’s language, be tran- 
scribed as follows: 





shat tea ht Ge Gt ahmdi akadt aSyah 

yah hai nait vida‘ati | apamai ahaus. vraisai® 
« but the worse than bad to him who will not distribute to him at the 
last turning-point of the world ». As this reconstruction shows, Bartho- 
lomae’s interpretation of vidditi as a subjunctive of vid- « dienend ehren » 
(Altiran. W6rterbuch, col. 1320) is phonetically impossible. An additional 
objection is that Vedic vidh-, on which Bartholomae based his assump- 
tion of Avestan vid-, is certainly not of Proto-Indo-Iranian origin’. 
Hanns-Peter Schmidt has long since rightly explained vidditi as a subjunc: 
tive: « wer ihm nicht verteilen sollte » 8. He, however, connected vi-da- 
with Vedic vi-dhd-. More probably the Avestan form [vida‘ati] is the 
counterpart to Vedic dati, with the verbal prefix added which is omitted 
in Vedic. In that case the two verbal forms Av. vidditi and Ved. dati can 
be paralleled with the verbal nouns Gathic vidati-: Vedic ddti-. 


6. For the decision to write vr-, rather than rv-, see IIJ. 8, p. 76, n. 3. 
7. For Vedic vidh- as the result of a specific Indian development see. PAUL 
THIEME, Untersuchungen zur Wortkunde und Auslegung. des Rigveda Sele /oacle 
’ 1949), p. 36. and Kart Horrmann, Die Sprache 15 (1969), pp. 1-7. 
8. See IIT. 1, Dp. 167. 


al noun -dati-, 
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For the occurrence of an active aorist dati by the side of the middle 
‘present ddyate in the Rigveda cf. pddyate: padati, vdrtate: dvrtat, 
sydndate: dsyan. See Delbriick, Altindische Syntax, p. 235. 


3. Middle aorist forms are, however, also attested. They occur by the 
side of the Yajurvedic present (nir) avadayate « to give (Rudra or another 
god) his share in order to get rid of him, to appease, satisfy ». Seman- 
tically this verb is clearly parallel to ava-yaj- « to get rid of, or remove, by 
means of a sacrifice ». In the Rigveda avadayate is only attested in the 
aorist form in I1.33.5 dva stémebhi rudrdm disiya, which Geldner trans- 
lates « ich m6chte den Rudra mit Lobliedern abfinden ». Grassmann listed 
the form under da- « to give » but Geldner (ad locum) rightly remarks: 
« ava-da, nir-ava-day ist das Verb fiir die Abfindung bes. des Rudra durch 
Opfer » (with quotations from the Yajurveda). Apart from the fact that 
Geldner, as we have seen, failed to recognize the identity of his roots da- 
and day-, he was no doubt fully right in referring dva disiya to avadayate. 
In the Yajurveda forms of a root aorist occur in dva rudrdm adimahi 
(VS.), dva@miba rudrdm adimahi (MS. KS. TS.), which are the middle coun- 
terparts to Rigvedic dati discussed above. Besides ava... addstha is attes- 
ted in ApGS. These forms, and their relation to the s-aorist, are amply 
discussed by Johanna Narten, Die sigmatischen Aoriste im Veda, p. 138ff. 
However, like PW. III, col. 578, she does not keep them separated from 
dvadyati, aor. avidat (3.da-) «to separate ». Not only is this semantically 
and formally different from avadayate but the verbal prefix has a different 
meaning as well: in dva-dyati it means «(to separate one thing) from 
another », whereas in avadayate it means « (to give a share to a god in 
order to remove him) from oneself ». The same difference of relation to 
the subject is found in Latin dé-secdre « to cut off » versus dé-precdari 
«to pray that a thing may not happen», Greek’ d&mo-véuverww versus 
an-evyco0at, German ab-schneiden versus ab-bitten. While Roth, PW. ITI, 
col. 519, rightly recognized the same verb in AS. XVI.7.11 tdsmad enam 
dva daye « from that I try to avert him », Whitney ignored Roth’s inter- 
pretation and translated «from that do I cut him off», which is for 
formal reasons impossible. — 

Another compound of ddyate occurs in AS. XIX.57.6 (5) dusvdpnyarn 
sdrvam dvisaté nir dayamasi « we give away all our evil-dreaming to him 
who hates us ». Cf. XVI.7.8 dmusydyané... dusvdpnyarn mrje « on him of 
such-and-such lineage I wipe off (my) evil-dreaming ». 

Most of the passages for which Roth (l.c.) assumed a semantic devel- 
opment « zutheilen » > « als seinen Theil haben, besitzen » (Grassmann: 
« verfiigen tiber ») are now interpreted in a different way. There remain 
one or two passages which, as far as I can see, are still obscure. In I1.33. 
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10 drhann iddm dayase visvam dbhvam the translations stick to the tradi- 
tional interpretation: Geldner rendered in the first edition « mit Fug und 
Recht besitzest du diese ganze Riesenerscheinung » (cf. Vedische Studien 
3, p. 119) but in the second « mit Fug und Recht verfiigst du tiber all diese 
Gewalt », and Renou, Etudes védiques et paininéennes 15, p. 41, has 
« posséder par répartition ». This leaves us with a semantic crux, just as 


————n-T-120:3-prircad déyamiano-yuvakuh« ayant-des parts~alui-allouées-»» ~~~ 


(EVP. 16, p. 22). Neither the formula « posséder par répartition », nor 
«zur Verteilung bereit machen » > « verfiigen iiber » (Grassmann) does 
actually explain how a meaning « distribute » can develop into « possess ». 
Perhaps dayase in 11.33.10 means « thou destroyest » (as Oldenberg, Noten 

“ad VII-100-1 stiggests), but this. is not a meaning one would expéct in 
connection with drhan. It does, however, suit the object dbhvam and 
Renou, EVP. 15,-p.-159, translates accordingly «tu détruis ». 


-.. For VII. 100.1 nd marto dayate sanisydn yd visnava urugdyiya désat 
most diverse interpretations have been proposed: « Reue empfinden » 
(Roth, Grassmann), « wird belohnt (?) » (Geldner), « wird zunichte (?) » 
(Oldenberg). The fact that the metre invites to scan daiyate does not help. 
Oldenberg refers without any comment to MS. IV.13.8 (210,5), KS. X1X.13 
(16,3) ndvena piirvarin ddyamanah syima puranéna ndvam (= raksantah, 
kusiilddisu sthapayantah, comm. on TB. III.6.13.1, but cf. also ddyamane 
VS. 28.16, VSK. 30.16, TB. 11.6.10.3). 


4, While dati « to cut off » is generally (but wrongly) connected with - 
dyati «to divide, separate », and the latter again with ddyate, we have 








confounded, there occurs in the Rigveda ‘another present ‘ddyate” « to 
destroy » which also optionally takes the verbal prefix vi and in formal 
respect cannot be distinguished from (vi) dayate «to distribute ». The 
following quotations from the Rigveda may illustrate its use: 


- VI.6.5 ksatir agnér durvdrtur bhimd dayate vdndni, X.80.2 agnir 
ortrtini dayate puriini and, with vi: III.34.1 (Indra) vidddvasur ddyamdno 
vi. Sdtriin, IV.7.10 (Agni) sthiraé cid dnnd dayate vi jambhaih, VI.22.9 
dhisvd vdjrari ddksina indra hdste, vigva ajurya dayase vi maydh. See 
also Geldner, Glossar, p. 79 for TB. I1.8.8.2 ké. mdm dnnam MaRS YO 
dayeta. 


This verb has generally been regarded as identical with (vi) dayate 
« to distribute ». Cf., e.g., Roth and Grassmann s.v. day-, Renou, EVP. 15, 
pp. 41f. 159, who assumes « assigner, répartir > mettre en piéces » and 
« ‘détruire’, d’aprés vi-day-» respectively. Similarly Mayrhofer vol. IT, 
p. 21. For Wilhelm Schulze’s divergent opinion see below. It should be 
noted that’ virtually all attemps to explain the alleged identity of the 
two verbs are based upon a confusion of 3.da- and 4.dd-: they start from 
a meaning «-to. divide », which is supposed to have developed into « de- 
stroy ». In fact, dva dyati « to divide » is an entirely different verb. The 
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real problem is whether in the text a semantic link can be found be- 
tween .« to distribute » and « to destroy ». This, however, does not exist. 


': There are, besides, reasons to suppose that ddyate «to destroy » 
represents an entirely different type of formation. Panini VI.4:63 gives 
a rule concerning a root di (present ‘diyate), which according to the 
Dhatupatha has the meaning ksaye «zu Grunde gehen» (PW. III, 
col..641). With this verb diyate Bohtlingk (1.c.) connected dind- « scarce, 
scanty, weak, feeble, miserable, wretched ». Although this word is 
seemingly isolated.in Sanskrit, it cannot well be analyzed in any other 
way but as di+nd-, a verbal adjective from a root di-, and in view of Skt. 
ksina-, Greek ¢hamaSvig « weak », the derivation from di- « to destroy » is 
semantically quite possible. If so, diyate stands for *diH-ye-toi. Only in 
passing it may be observed that AS. XII.4.3 kdndya diyate svdm can be 
interpreted as « by a one-eyed .(cow) his possessions are ruined » but 
since diyate may be a corruption of jiyate (ASPaipp. XVII.16.3) it has no 
evidential value. Whitney’s and Bloomfield’s interpretations of the pas- 
sage are improbable. 


Long ago it has been pointed out that dind- can as well be connected 

with Ved. ddyate «to destroy» and further with Greek 8e1Aéc. « vile, 
worthless, miserable, wretched »®. As Wilhelm Schulze has shown, in all 
but three of the Homeric occurrences * $seddg can be read for Se1Adc. His 
explanation of Setkdc from “dwey-elds, however, cannot be correct. Frisk, 
who curiously ‘still sticks to it", did not consider, first, that the meaning 
« cowardly », virtually only postEomeris and mosily attested in Attic, 
has obviously developed from « vile », instead of the other way round 
(cf. the similar development in xaxé¢); second that Homer SeAdc, _ 
contrast with Bewée, shows no trace of an old initial cluster [dw]:. 
E 574 cdy uv &pa “Seed the long last syllable of &p« should be ak 
ned as in Snelo &Ax, épefovev (Chantraine, Grammaire homérique, p. 101); 
and third, that -eye- has been contracted in pre-Homeric Greek tpeic, 
xetvog SO that *SeeAd¢ must stand for *deiH,-lds; with the same Repre: 
sentation of the laryngeal as in Hom. yevery". 


From this analysis it follows that ddyate « to destroy » stands for PIE. 
*déiH,-e-toi. In morphological respect, accordingly, it is entirely differ- 


9, See en ZII. 8 (1931), p. 251ff. Cf. BéuTLinck, PW. III, col. 645 « Das: Wort 
wird als partic. von der sonst unbelegten Wurzel 4. di angesehen » and col. 642 
sub 4, di- « zu Grunde gehen » (with a reference to Panini 8.2.45), and WurtNey, The 
Roots, Verb-forms and primary Derivatives of the Sanskrit Language (Leipzig 1885), 
p. 72, ‘where dind- is listed under 3. dd, di « bind ». 

10. See Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Wérterbuch I, p. 367. 

11. See in general R.S.P. Brexes, The Development of the aa Lar ene in 
Greek, p. 228f., who, however, does not discuss SetAdc. ; 
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ent from ddyate « to distribute», which must be analyzed as *dH;-éy-e-toi. 
The present diyate, still known to Panini, apparently outlived the Rig- 
vedic form ddyate and is the corresponding passive form: *diH-ye-toi. 
That in the Rigveda ddyate itself could function as a passive (Oldenberg, 
Noten II, p. 66-n. 1) is-most unlikely. Also the proposes connection with 
Greek Séyra.!? must given up. — 





In conclusion a few words must Fhe said atiout ‘he hapax diye in VI. 


34.12 ddyurm krnota Sdmsam ninitséh. Its meaning is uncertain but Geld- 


- ner translates « machet die (iible) Rede des Tadelsiichtigen unschad- 
_ lich! » and refers to Avestan aidyu-, to which he also assigns the meaning 


« unschidlich, harmlos ». Geldner’s translation makes ‘good sense in the 


Vedic and Avestan passages, much more so than « sans éclat » (Renou, 
EVP. 4, p. 93), which does not fit the Avestan passages. Although Geldner 
presented his interpretation with some diffidence, apparently because he 
could not give an etymological justification for it, it has since been poin- 
ted out that d-dy-u-, if actually meaning « harmless », can be connected 
with ddyate «to destroy » and dind-3. If so, the Vedic word has lost 
its laryngeal in composition, in accordance with the general rule, but , 
Avestan aidyu- (for *a-diH-u-) must have been trisyllabic in the Gathic 
dialect. 


5. A third present ddyate « to pity » is remarkably rare in the older 
literature. Cf. RS. VII.23.5, AS. XX.12.5 (Indra) éko devatré ddyase hi 
médrtan-« thou-alone-amongst-the-gods-pitiest-the-mortals-»,-AS.-VIIT.1.5 
tvdrn mrtyuir dayatam « death shall pity thee », VIII.2.8 imdm dayasva 
« pity him ». The earliest occurrence of dayd- « pity» is in the Brhad- 
Ar-Up., but adayd- in RS. X.103.7 adayd virah satdmanyur indrah appa- 
rently means « pitiless »: the variants adayd TS., dddydé MS. are clearly 
corruptions. The verb is mostly considered identical with ddyate « to 
distribute ». C£., e.g., Mayrhofer I1.20: « teilt zu, hat Anteil, nimmt Teil- 
nahme, ist mitleidig », and Renou, EVP. 15, p. 42. I see no possibility of 
connecting it with ddyate « to distribute ». Its rare occurrence in Vedic 
(RS. X, AS.!) is rather due to stylistic reasons, since the traditional word 
in the Vedic poetic idiom was mrldti. The original meaning of ddyate, 
which is probably an old verb, may have been wider. Cf. Class. Skt 
dayita- « beloved » and raksati in Sayana’s commentaries. 


12, See WitHELM Scuuize, KZ. 29, p. 258 = Kleine Schriften, p. 363. 
13. See Kurper, Museum. 59 (Leiden. 1954), col. 118. 
14. Like dbhva-, see fmgua 11, p. 225ff. See further IIJ. 15, p. 199, 
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6. Agni is said to be suddtra- (VII.8.3) and suviddtra-. This raises the 
question as to whether the epithets are synonymous. As for the former, it 
is mostly taken in the sense « well-giving » 5 and it would be attractive 
to interpret the second in the same way. The deceased Fathers are called 
suviddtra- (X.14.10, 15.3, cf. 17.3), which reminds us of AS. XVIII.3.70, 
where it is said of the dead « that he may sit in Yama’s abode, announ- 
cing distributions of wealth (viddtha-) »*. As for durviddtra-, it is the 
epithet of Nirrti, the detaining regressive force of nether world (X.36.2), 
and of the inauspicious detaining power of « Not-giving », Arati- (X.63.12). 
Geldner’s translation « leicht aufzufinden » and « unzuginglich » for suvi- 
ddtra- and durviddtra- respectively is far from self-evident. Still, Renou 
follows him in rendering « agréable & trouver », respectively « funeste a 
rencontrer ». In EVP. 15, p. 58, it is true, he prefers « qui donne ou distri- 
bue de maniére heureuse », but on p. 108 he returns to « agréable a trou- 
ver » and in 16, p. 125 he derives suviddtra- from vid- « to find ». As far 
as I can see, « well-dispensing », respectively « ill-dispensing », are the 
only meanings that suit the context. In that case Renou’s dilemma « qui 
donne ou distribue » can easily be solved, since (with the sole exception 
of a variant reading in one recension of the Ramédyana, 1.13.39 Gorresio) 
vi-dadati does not occur in Sanskrit. So -viddtra- can only be derived 
from vi dayate and must be analyzed as vi-d(H)-dtra-. Cf., e.g., r(H)-dina-, 
dh(H)-dna-. Agni’s epithet suviddtra- may accordingly be compared with 
III.2.11, where the same god is said to be vdsu rdtna ddyamdano vi dastse. 


7, This leads us, in conclusion, to a consideration of viddtha-. Conjec- 
tures as to its meaning have been based on different etymologies, which 
have aptly been summarized by Minard'’: from vid- «to know », vid- 
«to find», vidh- «to adore» and vidh-, vi-dha- « to distribute ». There 
seems now to be a consensus about its meaning being « distribution of 
wealth » but derivation from vidh(d)-, although now generally accepted, 
is impossible. As Max Miiller, SBE. 32 (1891), p. 350, has argued with 
good arguments, and Wackernagel, Altindische Grammatik I (1896), p. 128, 
states as a rule, an aspirate in the root morpheme never loses its aspira- 
tion before -(a)tha. Cf. prothdtha-, sadhdstha-, avabhrthd- *. This was obvi- 


15. Vedic ddtra- and Avestan da@ra- « gift »? See WACKERNAGEL, Altindische Gram- 
matik I (Géttingen 1896), p. 5, and again Humsacu, MSS. 2, p. 10. If this is correct, 
ddtra- cannot be explained as *dad-tra- (DEBRUNNER, Altind. Gramm. II/2, p. 170). 

16. ydthd yamdsya sddana dsatai viddtha vddan is the reading of all editions 
in accordance with the Padapatha. No doubt viddthd ’vddan is meant. 

17. BSL. 59.2 (1964), p. 52ff. 

: 18. WACKERNAGEL, Altind. Gramm. I, pp. 125, 128, MACDONELL, Vedic Grammar, 
p. 23, Renou, Grammaire védique, p. 48, mention viddtha- as the only exception of 
this kind. The only argument is the authority of BARTHOLOMAE, Studien zur indoger- 
manischen Sprachgeschichte, 1 (Halle a.S. 1890), p. 41, whose second instance is also 
ne (For ducchiind- see MaNu LEUMANN, Kleine Schriften, Ziirich-Stuttgart 1959, 
p. 339). 


9 INDOLOGICA TAURINENSIA IZ 























130 F. B. J. Kuiper 


ously the reason why Oldenberg, while discussing in 1900 the close 
semantic connection between vidh- and viddtha-, contented himself with 


_ the vague statement that also phonetically the words can « very easily » 


be connected "..A comparison with the confident words which he had 
written only three years earlier” shows that his reticence was of set 
purpose. What he avoided clearly to say was stated explicitly by Thieme 


in 1949, viz. that Oldenberg assumed a dissimilation of aspirates? 





The meaning of viddtha- leaves little doubt about the origin of the - 
word. Thieme in his excellent study “ distinguishes the following shades 
of meaning: al) distribution in general; a2) distribution of prizes on the 
occasion of horse-races; a3) distribution of the booty after the battle; 


_.a4)..distribution..of. food,.drinks and.-presents-.on--the-occasion--of--enter-—-- 


tainments; b) arranging distribution, arrangement, regulation, ordinance 
(« anordnende Verteilung, Anordnung, Bestimmung »). Some of the pas- 
sages which Thieme discusses under b) are certainly most difficult, prob- 
ably because they contain cosmic speculations with reference to social 
phenomena the exact nature of which cannot be fully grasped. In other 
passages the meaning would seem simply to be « distribution ». Leaving 
aside the few difficult places where the exact meaning is obscure, I think 
it can be said that the meaning of viddtha- is « distribution ». It is a for- 
mation of the type uc-dtha- and vi-d-(H)-dtha- is obviously the verbal noun 
to vi dayate « to distribute ». 


- Although this will not considerably alter Thieme’s interpretation of in- 
dividual passages, it may clear the way for a better understanding of the 
basic problem. What indeed remains to be determined is the exact nature 





19. ZDMG. 54 (1900), pp. 608-611 = Kleine Schriften, pp. 108-111. 
. 20. See OLDENBERG, SBE. 46 (1897), p. 27. ; = 
21. See PauL Tuteme,. Untersuchungen zur Wortkunde und Auslegung des Rig- 


‘veda, p.. 31, n. 1. 


22..See op. cit., pp. 35-49. 
23. Renou, EVP. 12, p. 5. 
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«announcing a viddtha-»: 1.117.25, 11.12.15, VIII.48.14 suvirdso viddtham 


& vadema « May we, who have valiant sons announce a viddtha- ». Verbal 


contests and bragging take place during a viddtha-: II.1.16 brhad vadema 
viddthe suviradh « May we, with our valiant sons outtalk (our rivals) »; 
VIL.18.13 jésma piirirm viddthe mrdhradvacam « May we during the vidd- 
tha surpass Piru who speaks injuriously », cf. 1.167.3 sabhdvati vi- 
dathyéva sdri vdk «like the word that is spoken in the sabhd, on the 
occasion of a viddtha » and 1.162.1 ydd vajino devdjatasya sdpteh pravak- 
sydmo viddthe viryani «when we shall proclaim at the viddtha the 
performances (?) of the divine race-horse ». Chariot-races formed part 
of the viddtha-: the rich man who arrives first with his chariot and is 
a distributor of goods is praised at the viddthas, cf. 11.27.12 sd reviin yati 
prathamo rdthena, vasuddéva viddthesu prasastdh « that rich man wins 
the chariot-race (cf. Gir ya-!), he is praised at the viddthas as a wealth- 
giver ». Wealth given away at a viddtha lends prestige to the giver: VI.8.5 
vidathyam...rayirit yasdsam. To announce a viddtha- is a manifestation 
of vitality: AS. XII.7.30 dtha jivaso viddtham & vadema (after the funeral 
rites, at a moment when the vitality of the community is traditionally 
stressed) « May we then, living, announce a viddtha-», RS. X.85.27 (to 
the newly-weds) ddha jivri viddtham & vadathah « then you will between 
you (even) in old age announce a viddtha» (but in v. 26 @ vaddsi is 
directed to the wife alone!). A man who is vidathyd- and sabhéya- has 
won prestige by his distributions of wealth and as a speaker in the 
sabhd: 1.91.20 virdm..vidathyai sabhéyam. Cf. 1.167.3 sabhivati vida- 
thyéva sata vik quoted above and see IIJ. 4, p. 265ff. for sabhéya-. 


The viddtha- also had a cosmic aspect. As a reiteration of the creation 
it aimed at the winning of water and the sun: I.151.1 viddthe apsi « at the 
distribution of wealth, when the water is at stake», V.63.2 viddthe 
svardfsa (said of Mitra and Varuna, who are « sun-seers » at the viddtha-), 
AS, XVIII.1.15, where the mythological source (itsa-) is called viddthari 
svarvidam. «a sun-finding distribution ». For svard7s- see IIJ. 8, p. 114 
n. 97. The contests which aimed at the acquisition of valiant sons, of 
of water and sun, etc. on New Years’s day have been studied in IJJ. 5, 
- p. 169ff. With mahddhané (p. 177) cf. V.59.2 antdr mahé viddthe, X.96.1 
mahé viddthe. 


In former papers the resemblance of the Vedic « distribution of | 


wealth » to the potlatch-ceremonies as discribed by Mauss “ was pointed 
out. Similarly Renou, while discussing such sacrifices as the Rdjasiiya, 


24. According to Kaj Birket Smith, Mauss’s explanation of the potlatch insti- 
tution as an exchange of goods between sibs can no longer be maintained (see Studies 
in. Circumpacific Culture Relations, Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes Selskab, 
Hist.-Filos. Meddelelser 46,2 [1973], p. 72). Be that as it may, the Vedic ceremonies 
aim among other things at social prominence and prestige, just as the potlatch 
ceremonies described by the same author in IJ[lustrierte Kulturgeschichte der Welt 
(n.d.), pp. 140, 188, 309. 
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Asvamedha-and-V-djapeya-of. the Vedic-ritual, wrote:.«-they are-rare-and 
costly occasions, which were a pretext for lavish celebrations, like potla- 
ches in character, which are carefully recorded i in classical inscriptions ™. 
Others have raised objections to the use of the word potlatch with refe- 
rence to ‘the Vedic ceremonies “4. It would seem clear that viddtha- is the 
specific Vedic term for a potlatch-like distribution of wealth and that it 


__ds_largely_matter.of_terminology.and_definition,_.whether.or_not_the_term........... 


potlatch is used with reference to it. This decision may be left to cultural 
anthropologists. Lexicographical studies will be no great help in this 
respect because such controversial issues can only be decided by a study 
of the total cultural pattern. The terms can only correctly be defined if 


--we-know-how-the-phenomena-which-they- denote-fit-into-that-pattern.-It--- 


is hoped that the preceding analysis of the terminology may induce 
others to undertake such a study, which must be based upon, but at the 
same time transcend, the traditional philological feanterpreraon: 


25. RENou, Religions of Ancient India, p. 31. 

26. See’ Hanns-Perer Scumupt, Brhaspati und Indra (Wiesbaden 1968), p. 192, 
n. 54 (and my reply in JIJ.'13, p. 286) and J. Gonna, The Vedic God Mitra (Leiden 
1973), p. 105: « There is, as far as I am able to see, notwithstanding the signification, 
in India, of the gift as understood and described by Mauss, ‘no reason whatever for 
assuming for Vedic antiquity the existence of the institution known as potlach », 


